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T have reviewed our Strategic Offensive and Defensive '«>^ 



wet 



1. Complete development of "•^/^Jf '.^J*^*?, 
POSEIDON, for an Incremental $705 mlllloo in 
n68. and $3,3 billion In rr66-72. Plan en a 
total of 31 POSEIDON •utaarlnes. 

2 Maintain 1000 MINUTEMAN ttlsslles. consisting 
^ 7V2 of 60b MINUTEMAN II. «»d WVi'?;/?! 
litter with ijBproved third atage. and Multiple 
Independent Re-entry Vehicles (^'^s). for 
$1.2 billion in PY68. $3.6 billion in FY68-72. 



Procure area penetration aide for •ll^WJ^SJ! 
«d terminal ^.netration aids for WNUTD«N Hl^ 
•t an FI68 investment cost of $55 million and a 
total of $95 mlllioA In m8-72 investment. Com- 
pete development of POLARIS penetration aid. and 
Sreservi a 1970 Operational Availability Date (OAD) . 
but disapprove a JCS recommendation ' J?? J"'^*! 
•ent in Pr68 of penetration aid. for POLARIS. Pro- 
^rement of these would cost $300 million in in- 
vestment in FY68-72. 

Adopt a 1.5 crew-to-alrcraft ratio and a 431 
alert rate for the .trateglc bomber force l^- 
•tead of continuation of JCS recommended 1.8 
crew ratio and 531 alert rate; approve in prln- 
dnle a bomber dispersal plan and an increase in 
Se iuJberof B.52: per base to 30 ^«%"T^^f?,,,„ 
Su wsult. The estimated ..vlngs are $100 million 
S nS! ind about $0.5-$1.0 billion in FI68.72. 
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5. Disapprove the JCS recoonnendatlon for full ecale 
advanced follow-on bomber development In FY68; dis- 
approve the JCS recoinmendatlon to obtain firm con- 
tractor proposals for system development at an FT68 
cost of $40 million; approve » after completion of 
concept formulation, continuing component develop- 
ment at an mS cost of $11 million. Development » 
deployment and 5 year operation of 200 of these 
aircraft vould cost about S8.5 billion. 

6. Extend the approved Civil Defense nroRram, at an 
mS cost of $186 million, IndudlnR $10 million 
for an experimental shelter development program 
for low-cost dual purpose shelter In new non- 
Federal public and private construction. 

7. Disapprove a JCS recommendation to develop and 
deploy 12 UE F-126 In mi at a FY68 cost of $80 
million and a rT68-72 cost of $420 million. Dis- 
continue further F-12 development and defer until 
next year decision to modernise our air defense 
by Introducing Interceptor F-Uls and an Airborne 
Warning and Control System (AWACS). 

8. Continue to develop RIKE-X at an mS cost of $420 
million. Disapprove a JCS recommendation to deploy 
a light »ike-X defense against the USSR offensive 
force for a nr72 IOC at an additional FTSB cost of 
$806 million, a total denloyroent cost of SIO.O bil- 
lion and an annual operating cost of $250 to $350 
million. 

9. Approve a JCS recommendation for a new military 
survival measures program to develop increased fall- 
out protection capabilities for Army, Navy, Air 
Force and Marine Corps personnel. Disapprove the 
full scale program recommended by the JCS at an 
FY68-72 cost of $190 million. Approve the more 
limited, high priority elements of the program at 
an Fr68-72 cost of $47 million. 

The financial Implication of these recommendations are as follows : 

(Billions of Dollars) 



YWf — FY6B FY69 TTTO FYTl FY72 FT68-72 

p,.-^ ^tTI "776 7.2 6,3 4.9 5.0 31.0 

7 2 0 4 9.3 10-3 9.8 10.0 47.8 

JfclJrfcc. YX la 8.1 7.0 5.5 4.8 33.5 
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X. inv CTKERAL W riF^ WAS PROBLEM 

our .trategic «»cle.r '-'J •^-Ji.r^re"^^^^ ZutjZ' 

It. Allies «ji,ji/™cr^^^^^^^^ - 'iir.T\.. 

or the Chinese People'. '^P""*' i^^SiH! tfU^^^ by ^o*^ offensive 



Allies. 



hlB to go to war. 

reflect their concern to protect their 

It e M-*f. ftt-rike. Our force struc- 

m any case achieve a •"^•^•""S^^^ction capability). Second, we 
process of building an A-f^^^J.^'^J^^^ent that would give aone pro- 
ilght add a light Damage plaiting , «,re complete pro- 

teltlon against probable ^^P" ^^2*^,,^*^^, U «ble to mount In the 
tectlon against -"all attacks that the^CPF i^ capability 

1970s. Jhl'<». « f^gi iSL^o; Igli^rihXJvlest possible Soviet 

St'.:? ^d^rgi^iieirorSviet fU atructure responses. 

Plainly, we «ast --^^^^ -tSJ" riH^erirn-^^^^^^^^^ 
«eet the Assured VthrlhrMt: Sder ihe aecond option, we 

•eet unpredictable changes In the threat, un ,i„gt the failure 

Wd^hoose D«..ge l-l«ltln8 ProjT.- thjt^^^^^JJt The third el- 
of deterrence '^Vw 

tematlve la certain ^» ^ T^JJ^**? ^j.ct this option, 
objective le probably Infeaslbxe. * x»j 
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Relative P.S.-USSR Strategic Capabllitlee . The following table 
conpares eatlmated Soviet etrateglc offensive forces with those of 
forces the U.S. programaed for the same years. 

U.S. vs SOVIET STRATEGIC KOCLEAR FORCES a/ 



ICBMs b/ 

Soft Launchers 
Hard Launchers 
Mobile 
TOTAL 



1966 1968 1971 

UX" USSR D.S. USSR U»S. USSR 





MR/IRBMs 

Soft Latmchers 
Bard Launchers 
Mobile 
TOTAL 





0 
0 

0 



SLBM Inventory , 

Launchers 512 656 . 656 



Bombers and TanVers cf 
Heavy 
Medina 
Tankers 
TOTAL 






a/ Fron National Intelligence Estimates and 
National Intelligence Projections for 
Planning (NIPP). 

b/ Excludes teat range launchers, having some opera- 
~ tlonal capability, of which the Soviets are estl- 

vated to have ' In «ld-1966. In mld-WeS, 

and . in ald-1971. 

c/ Ve estimate that the Soviets could send somewhat 
*~ oyer heavy bombers and no medium bombers over 

the continental United States on two-way missions. 

U.S. »edlum bombers are FB>llls in 197^, trlth range 

md payload markedly greater than those of the Soviet 

■edlian bombers. 
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Iti addition to the offensive forces .howo. tvo relatively large- 
•cale Soviet defensive prograas 



TK, rPP Ku.lear Threat . The l^'^f^l 
«ot likely to appear till the «id-1970s. Given the utility to the CPR 
^ being able ^'threaten her neighbor. «.d U.S. Far Eastern bases^ it 
ItkelT that the Chinese vould try first to develop «nd deploy an 
'inSe'ed! ra^ftest firings of .ediu« r«.ge ^s.iles have been 1. 
progress over the past several years. 




^ , force to retaliate for a U.S. ttrike against the 
CPR. however, this syateo 1. vulnerable, since 



c 
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Mnt of • long range bomber to attack CONDS. 

XI. .n, ^iurv «T CTC ^^>^n r>PFF:NSIVE FOFfFS fOf ASSIIRED DESTRUCTION 
Aealnst the F. ^e^ted Threat . Our Aaaured Deetructlon capabilities 

wis tSl. "tUbl. .t....«lc .f f.«l" ««e« Man.t 



our owDi 




Previously 

Pr ogrammed Forces ^commended Forces _ 

Total Expected Survlv. Tota.l Expected Survlv, 

JorSes "liiibl. Forces Forces Kellable Forces 



Missiles 

Number of Weapons 
Megatons (MI) 
1 MT Equivalent 
Weapons 

Bomber Weapons 
Nuniber of Weapons 
Megatons 
1 MT Equivalent 
Weapons 



A. .hovn. even after a '-PfJ" ^^.^.^.^^^^^^ the USSR 

equivalent 1 MT U.S. weapons could be reliably launcnea egaxiM 
by either the programned or recoBimended forces. 
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cnvT rT POPTTLATION TKPUSTKY DFSTPOYF.D (1972? 



100 
200 
400 
800 
1,200 
1.600 



X l^lleve that a clear »^ -J-^^f ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ T^^V'Ji 
soviet fatalities "J^lJ^j:^,*,^:^^^^^^^^^^ are an effective 

Its Alllea. Even If the "„oscow defense were deployed at 

balllBtlc «l88lle defense, or If the jo!"^ * ^ ^th the pene- 

other dtles as '-^l-'^f^nSTlor year!! could lufUct «»r« than 
(- • &n 1972. 

^though the Chinese "^^f,:^^^^^^^ 
bases and Asian ^iB^^"" • J s «?Illatory capability or to the 

vlll not pose a threat either to «;J;,«^"itf,^r«^J the <TR during 

viability of our "^i^^y- / "'L «tallItlon for some lesser act of 
this period would 't^eref ore be^ retaU^^^^ ^^^^^ ^ 

aggression and extensive J*;J™";^,^ti,e attacks on governmental. 

SuraririnnSrtaS- ;o^ be called for. 

. 1 MT warheads denotated over 

Heverthelesa. since rhina's urban population and nore than 

CPP cities would »^:J^.tl-5^':;,:uf ?JrL%eco»».ended for rr68- 

fJ:'«ecSi« orilS'tirnuclear attacks on Q.ina. 

the USSR would not deploy a ^'^^'"^sovlet ikBM (which would cost them 



0n the following page: 
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rr69 FY70 FYTl fS21 



Bovlet ABM 

Reliable Area IntetceptorB 

Reliable Terrdnal Interceptors 
y «reent Savi -* TAtalltle^ Inflicted by 
«>..««n«>ded " s Mleelle Forces 

e^*4«9^ w^4mmi\^ force With accuratc MIRV but In the 

absence of an eattenaive iu»n i-n k-im, In fact, our sea- 

recommended .issue **^\itiStle. against .«h a Soviet 

based forces alone could Inflict ecaxis^w » 

threat . 

The woret case against Which we light have to hedge - unllValy. but 
possm: rSeTrlJW - i. one in ^Ich the Sovlet.^eployed^ 

eould destroy our Of fensi^^^^^ JirSjl;srJfte:hrp:.- 

t^g;ts vlth more Interceptors than «pect«d, thus complicating cur 
gating problem. 

JS69 PTTO 1X21 S21 2X21 
Bach 1. -ju^a '^.STCEP of' ' 'InU'Un and 

^r ':;rr:3t::"^^;i:i^-^^^^^ threat vuh both the 

«,d the recommended force therefore «uld Include 31 SSBNs 
TJSiVl^ other el-nt. Of the P^^^^^^^ 

iif:!::e''^rsoJ;eMM^ ^ ™"-'- 

S«5e'fJ^ce^l«t the combined threat are as follows: 

m9 mo W71 jszi E21 

Soviet Fatalities 
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w— . threats are possible, but they are ao unlikely, Riven 

the s?::: ^efre^Wrg,: «d th; high cost to the USSR of jountl^^ 

forces that they do not warrant taking now any actions in addition 
S thSrSilideS in 'the recommended U.S. force. 1 will. J-*'"' 
CUBS below some available hedging actions for our missile I» 
-nv case even against the most extreme threat, the combined Assured 
St"c?ion capSillty of the Reco^nended U.S. Missile Force and the 
JJJgM^ed Bomber Force is clearly adequate, and would amount to over 
35Z fatalities. 

rtur offensive forces make it dangerous and expensive for the Soviets 
to thrdlrecJlon of extreme threats to our Assured Destruction 
!LSI?lS Jhe "cre^ntal 5 year cost to the USSR of the depicted 

SreiJs «uld be aLut $30 billion. aPP'^^^ely J 'or^^ 

ziiT Tern:aL?to/rh:Tov?:^^^^^^ 

SiSJli?; foJ Se Soviets and they reoriented their planning at the same 
J^5;^t Sel lo MlnJaln Assured Destruction, they would have to reduce 
Sllr ai^dlng oTSm or WRV. The USSR would have to reduce vulnera- 
iiluv ^^tS^^^y eccurate programmed U.S. offensive forces, by ex- 
JliiSe «2:re.^ch as further dispersa of -i-jJlj^JJ^J-d. ^^^^^^^ 

CHPD) or by adoption of mobile missile basing schemes - thereby reducing 
Jhl t^tal Svlet mleslle pay load that would otherwise be available at a 
SveJ WgeriJie?: The Jeduction In Soviet ^sslle P'^i"^. 
f^U S2 the U.S. Assured Destruction task less "[PJ^Jl'^^'iliJ'Jlfc^i. 
Mtlvely, the development of hlgher-than-expected threats even leas likely. 

Of course, the Soviets could Increase their Btrateglc budget. But 
«i ^ iTolaAning our forces, foreclose any seemingly "easy -nd cheap 
«*5r;o^hSrSle^nt of ; satisfactory Assured Destruction capa- 
SUuy L»5 i HaSifHt^ry Damage Limiting capability at the aame time. 

III. MTfiSTLE HEDGE.*: AfiAIKST A SO^ I^ MIBff-ABM THREAT 

If it became desirable to aupplement our planned •J"t«8i';^f"f 
forces, we could either (1) add hard, fixed-based missiles - "jc^ 
l!5!J!«dId advanced ICBM - with reUtlvely low cost per unit of alert 
to tovStoJytlut high cost per unit of payload jurviving an 
payxoau w *«v / , ijind-bMed mobile systems or fixed-site mis- 

to the Soviet offensive threat. 
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This distinction Is Illustrated in the following table with MINOTEMAN 

TEN-YEAR COSTS PER THOUSAND POW ns OF PATLOAD 
(Millions of Dollars) 

Reliable i tnd Surviving 
In The On Alert & Law Soviet HlRh Sovle ^ 
Inventory lteli«ble _ Attack _ Attack. 



MINUTEMAN II 
POLARIS A-3 



mure cwidldate aystems In these two classes are considered below: 

1. POSEIDON: To hedge against an «treme ^J""* 
consider construction of new WS^^^^ 

re:nS U:Srrr^Uc!^i1r^^^^^^ to the pro.rr -^^^^^ 
10 «-w POSEIDON eubnarlnes could be constructed and delivered, 5 each 
2 mi^d m2!T$1.46 billion in ms «»d $2.4 billion in FY68-72. 

2. Advanced ICBMt We are atudying new ICBMs of Jf^^jf ^. 
..vload deluding basing schenes to protect them against the MIRV threat. 
SliriiuSes are essential to deteralnlng the utility of an advanced 

J of thrfwce -ix. Definitive rresults are not expected in 
\Z M SJef tuSget. A decision on » J^-S^rSo'^ASe^c^TJiSis 

"vL'!;::;iSu s r« lu rre end;d vx^Tii."" Sirfr„ded. 

w^lf^sJ n.f bauoi to develop and $15 sdUlon perj-lssUe to 
they wuia cost ^ nlsslles would be about 

^SaSerSclSing flight testing. Ten year costs of a 
SSSfor defended ICBM might be approximately twice as high. 

S InterlB MINUTEMAN Defense: Although hard point ballistic 



TT71 mi FY73 



jUNtrrEMAN Squadrons with Terminal Defense 
SPRINT Interceptors 
ZEDS Interceptors 



The PT68-72 costs of this defense would be approximately $5.3 billion. 
S Se defenses could also be useful for an Advanced ICBM. 
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4. BaULtic Missile S^Jro/Jf.J; ^.^.^^ ^^^^^^^ - ' 

«. studied «tet»lvely l« connection with v«^^^^^ ^P^^^^^ ^^^^ ^ 

Allied nuclear Force. Built to look llKe^ protection, 
•hip vould rely on ^ of course, the principal reserva- 

Ihe vulnerability of t^^' •y;'^*! J^e isrSdllion would maintain the 
tion. tong lead tl«e funding of some 58t ^ -cbedule as 

option of procuring ^»li^»'l^r"iftJe option were exercised. m8-72 
?Sat of new WSEIWN suWin^^ ^tio" ^^^^^^^ 20. About 

costs would be $1.4 ^i^^^?" Jj^^Vtor^^^ sdsslles, Which could 
ftft ft billion pf the §2.o DliJ^ion » 

XV. 1HT MMWED MMBER FORCE 

V V -4.ht be called on in the future to support con- 
Strategic "t^i^ch^vSer scale than they are doing now in 
^tienal operations on a »uch J^p^^^ction capability of our 
Southeast Asia. >toreover. the Assured pesi ^^^^^ 

atrategic sdssile '''"^'^^^^"'^'i'^treme crisis or ^ «calating 

rthfsr^s:^^^^^^^^ ^"^^^^0^^::: xM^e 

Mdtot. u.e 1» .pw <«"=1«« «<*•»«••• 

our bcber thr.-t .pP«r. •jnit^'^rS^t'^trd'.ft'nd 
ao raS^ I» ^JI. tole. the, h«. th.« 

sr.dS- Sd"to - 

With this view of the bombers role. A crew ratio. At this 

Sil ^ -^tainable vith the r™^ ^ equivalents 

rate, our alert bombers could Oliver projected. Unproved 

irai;st present Soviet TZ v.S, is desirable, where 

pItI defenses. Location "future sea-launched sdssile 

.ultable bases «if • ii^^la'S^t:'^: ability to diperse in ti^s 
threat. In general, f ^J" ™^ i^^me base where economies will 

of crisis and 't.^owe wiU have completed a basing study 

rdiUrmSeWaiiSm^^^^^^ ^^^^ -capts. 

S«ch aerating adjust^ts viU^^^^^^ ^^.-^ 
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to extend the B-52 G/H's life to FY?? without additional modification. 
Thl8 will allow an added margin of safety In the timing of aome of our 
strategic missile development and procurement decisions. 

V, STRATERIC FORCES KSD D ATIAHE LIMITIKH 

Damage Limiting. forces, unlike those for Assured Destruction, can- 
not and need not work with near perfection under «J1 ""J 
iSould Insure against the most probable risks, including those posed 
br the growth of Chinese nuclear forces. The Implications of Sovle. 
reactions for our own choices of Damage Limiting forces must also be 
taken Into account. 

iN>«l »»«tlon of Dam a ge Limitin g Programs Aeatnst the Soviet Threat. 
So lone as we have aecure retaliatory forces, any kind of nuclear war 
with the Soviets Is unlikely. Of the ways in which one might start, a 
wJprise attack In normal times is especially unlikely: it would be 
nich more likely to arise from a crisis or limited war, giving both 
•Ides enough strategic warning to increase their alert status. The 
Soviets sdBht start a nuclear war for fear of a pre-emptive strike by 
rtTn S as part of a massive attack on Western Europe, or to prevent 

ufrora'tlmlted war. In each case, the Soviets could be expected 
to tr? to preserve as much as possible of Soviet society and military 

rZ. they might devote a large part of their strategic offensive 
forces to reducing the U.S. offensive threat. 

The Damage Limiting ability of various D.S. postures will be eval- 
uated under the following kinds of wars : 

1 A Soviet first strike against both military and civil targets, 
with the mist reliable, controllable, and effective Soviet weapons going 
S military targets, and slower or hardcr-to-coordlnate weapons (such as 
SLBMs. bombers, and non-alert ICBMs) going to urban targets. The Sonets 
•isht not allocate any ICBMs to our hardened missiles, however, and we 
will therefore ehow a range of results depending on whether the Soviets 
target U.S. hard missiles or put extra weight of attack on U.S. cities. 

2 A Soviet counter-military first strike, with the most sur- 
^vable, controllable, and reliable weapons held In reserve as a threat 
Mainat U.S. cities to deter U.S. attacks on Soviet cities. We show: 
(it the U.S. fatalities from the Soviet counter-military strike (col- 
lateral fatalities), (b) the residual Soviet damage potential against 
U.S. cities after a U.S. counter-military response. 

3 A U.S. pre-emptive, counter-military strike in which Soviet 
balllatlc Resiles are assumed to ride out the U.S. ballistic "Ijf 
attack nd Soviet bombers are launched with tactical warning. This case 
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is used ma an example of a calculation the SovletB might sake to test their 
Assured Deatructlon capability. The U.S. fatalities In an all-out counter- 
urban strike by the Soviets are shown in the table below. 

The Soviet danage potential against the U.S. in three kinds of war 
is depicted, with the Soviet threat in 1976 asBumed to consist of 
ICBMs, eubaarine launched ailsslles, and heavy bonbers. 

miTED STATES rATia.ITIES 

Conb. Military- Withheld Prbm Attack U.S. 

Urban Attack Collateral Remaining Urb. Pre-emptive 

Bv USSR Fatalities Damage Potent. Strike 

1971 

U.S. Approved 
Program 

1976 
U.S. Approved 
Program Extended 

Tm factors tend to decrease U.S. fatalities between 1971 and 1976; 
the gradual decline in the Soviet bomber threat, and Improved U.S. counter- 
■llitary capabilities. Without programmed U.S. defenses, however, the 
USSR's damage potential could be over 100 «lllion (502) U.S. fatalities 
In a nixed Soviet attack. 

We have also analyzed the effects if the U.S. Initiated either of 
two balanced Damage Limiting programs, assuming at this point that we 
evoked no response from the USSR except for provision of penetration 
aids for projected Soviet missiles. (Soviet responses are considered 
below.) Posture A includes NIKE-X with a limited Sprint defense at 
eltiea, an improved bomber defense uaing F-llls. and expanded civil de- 
fense. Posture B Includes a heavy Sprint defense of cities. In- 
cremental expenditures for these postures, measured from the Approved 
Program as a base, are shown In the following table. 

COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE DEFENSE POSTO BES (In S Billions) 

Damage Limiting Increment 
Approved Program Over Approved Programs 

Level-off Posture A Posture B 

Devflnv Annual Dev4-Inv Annual Dev4-Inv Annual 

Civil Defense 
RIKE-X 
Air Defense 
TOTAL 
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The table below compares the perforaance of the Approved Program with 
that of Poatures A and B. 

nWTTEP STATES rm TlTTES TO 1976 

Withheld nr-hpn Attack tJ.S. 
Corablned Mil Collateral Remaining Urb. Pre-enptive 
Prban Attack Fatalities Pmaae Potent. Strike 



Appr Prog (extended) 
Posture A 
Poature B 



Th. M»her fatality eatljnates ahow the Soviet damage potential In a 
•ell.I^rSiS«ed Sed SoSet attack, the urban portion of which le de- 
S«eS^ri^lSre fatalities. The ranges reflect variations 1« Soviet 
llS«tl^s between counter-military and counter-urban attacks. In the 
liiSfle^araets chosen. In the technological sophistication of Soviet 
•pacific targets cnosen, intelligence In- 

ffi^ In'itUci^pra^nrnr^^^ attack coor^i-tj-- ^J^-J the 
Defense lisprovaments assumed in Postures * ^^Jj^ 

X.^T'^rZ^^^^^ the i-J^JtSroJ t;;roJed Civil 

defense * 

The light defenses of Posture A are aensitlve to large Soviet counter- 
«ban^«ack.. "though they keep the damage level below that of the Ap- 
^l^d ^"grl; The beaviel and much «.re costly Posture B defense Is 
less sensitive to the alse of the counter-urban attack. 

»f n.S. and USS i^ PoTce Planning. U.S. offensive forces. 
appar^tJr^e^d »^ " » potential first strike capsbllity. 

MMsure on Se Soviets to protect their retaliatory forces. The 
Sfect^orS"! Sfenslve measures^ aay. an ABM - on the Soviets, almost 
mLtAI vottid be to move them to offset the U.S. defense by expanding 

of?^«lve fo«r Our encouraging prospects in the development of 
5.S «tl-.ubmarine defenses, however, may discourage major S^J^t re- 
liance of S13MS. The long term viability of these measures, and their 
inplleationa for ASW force requirements are under atudy. 

The following table shows the results if the Soviets choose to re- 
.tore tlei? Assurld Destruction capability againat V-S. '•Jj* J*Jf ^ 

^el^laidSlael reaponses are assumed. The assumed reaponae 'to Posture 
ni ^roSremJit of large mobile missiles at a 10 year ~.t of about 
•1ft «A Poature B. mlasllcs at a cost of about $20 billion. 

iiSuJf. if ;qiil SjiSu«es on defended mlasiles would be aimilar. 
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qutr. dl.»tr..l of our «•«" " » *J2!5,,T^lc» c«l«ot oeonomleally 
of the 31 now planned* 

roSElDOS vlll U i>M.er«d. md !»••'"• ! ,„ „a,. ih. total 
Sve.t«e»t. nd operating eoets are $3.3 .dlUon. 



-I .MB* of the command and control vulnera- 

cm Atl»»tle md ont to th. Poelflc. 

W«VIE««.. I mve .^proved Jh. SfJ^o.^V"' 

n and AOO MINUTEMAN III. 

Stoce all 600 MINUTEMAl^ He vlll be available by ^"^T^f ^.^J,^ 
Also recomnending a rate ot ^-i.-e-ent of all Mark-llAs by end 
Vhlch will lend to the '•'^ii^f^SouW be aet for Ff68 to t>ro- 

^ for U:^SiSS?E5S*lS a. U beco.es operational. 

S« buvine full complements of warheads and de- 

entry eystemse 

„ee «> t.t-to.1 ' " !i" Sr^WjlEMAH .t « nU coot ot 

an IOC by and 7771. 
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TITAN . As newer missiles phase Into the force, TITAt: II will lose 
Its imlq« advantages, while remainln- exT>en5?lvc to operate. The end 
nee titan II inventory can support a follow-on test (POT) proRran of 
6 launches per year without cutting Into the operational force until 
the end of FY70, at which tine it wouir he necessnn' to T'hnse dmm 
approximately one squadron per year. I recommend that the $18 million 
In FV67 funds for 6 new TITANs not be released. 



Missile Flight Test Proeran-.s . We have re-examined our ballistic 
nlsslle flight test programs, with two major conclusions: 

— The number of missiles in operational flight 
tests (OT) should be determined on the basis 
of the number of significantly different mis- 
sile configurations, rather than as a fixed 
percentage of the total force. 

-- rOTs should be viewed as providing data for 
updating our estimates. 

These considerations suggest an optimum OT rate of approximately 
launches per configuration, and an FOT rate of P*'^ configuration per 
year, yielding savings of approximately $330 million durlrr, rV66-71, 
without appreciable loss to our knowledge of systems effectiveness, com- 
pared with the previously approved program.. 

Strategic Bomber Forces . A study of B-52C/R lifetime based or the 
recommended lower crew ratio and considering possible modifications, 
•uggests that our B-52s will be able to operate effectively even after 
X975 against projected or even better-than-expected Soviet air defenses. 
Therefore, I do "not believe that an »KA development program must meet 
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•n Initial operational capability date of FY74, even If It Is decided that 
the B-52 should be followed by an AMSA. However, as an Insurance pTOgram, 
I have Btarted concept fotimilatlon to define and evaluate a suitable bomber 
design. 

I recommend that 3 squadrons of HOUND-DOG A be retired In FY67, and 
the remaining 6 squadrons In rr68; HOUND-DOG B should be retained pending 
the outcome of the Terrain Matching Guidance (TEFCOM) development program. 
This program will maintain enough HOUND-DOGs for their SIOP misalon, pri- 
marily to attack area bomber defenses and lower-priority airfields, while 
resulting In FY67-71 savings of approximately $30 million. 

The recommended strategic bomb inventory for the B-52 and ™-lJl 
force m the 1970s provides ' loads per UE aircraft; this stockpile 
contains more than enough weapons to reload the force after a major strike 
on China, or to carry out extensive non-SIOP nuclear operations without 
compromise of SIOP loadings. Maintenance of additional weapons stocks 
•bove this level la no longer warranted. 

WI KE-X Penlovwent . The following table shows the components enter- 
ing the NIKE-X defenses of Postures A and B, and their cost, in addition 
to the $1A billion of BOTiE funds yet to be spent: 

Limited Defense Posture Heavy Defense 

No. of Units $ Billions' Mo. of Units S Billions 

Badars 

TACMAR Radars 
MAB Radars 
VHP Radars 
Missile Site Radars 

Sprint Interceptors 

TOTAL INVESTMENT COST 
FY67-76 OPERATING COST 
ABC COSTS 

A system designed against the early CPP threat and proyijjnj? only 
an area defense covering the entire CONUS would consist of 4 VP.f radars 
at $200 million, 16 Missile Site Radars at $2.4 billion and ..... 
tnterceptors at $400 million for a total Investment cost of $3.0 billion 
(excluding $1.4 billion in RDT4E costs). 

A defense designed against the early CP? threat could have an ini- 
tial operational capability about 4 1/2 years after a deoloyment decision 
and be completely In place between one to two years later. Given our 
estimates of the likely development of the CPF threat, the decision to 
deploy this aystem against this threat can be safely deferred even if we 
were to match our deployment to the IOC of a Chinese ICBM. 
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In view of the uncertainty of Soviet tarf^etlng and force Btructure 
response, and given the aub&tantlal cost and relative ineffectiveness 
of either Posture A or Posture B, X disapprove the JCS reconmiendatlon 
to deploy NIKE-X for a Till IOC* 

Deployment of a New Manned In t erceptor . The Soviets; would probably 
use their bombers primarily in attacl^s on urban areas rather than or 
time-urpent military targets, since the time to reach target Is so much 
longer for bombers than for ballistic missiles. Therefore, air defense 
la an important component of a Danafe Limiting posture. 

The P-12 and F-111 interceptors, equipped tJlth the improved 

fire control and missile systems , and used with an effective Air- 
borne Warning and Control System (AWACS) , would be better than the present 
force in operating from degraded bases, countering concentrated bomber 
attacks, operating independently of a vulnerable fixed ground environment, 
and dealing with bombers attacking at low-^altitude or carrying alr-to- 
aurface missiles. 

With atrateglc warning we estimate that 32 UE F-12s or 48 UE stretched 
F-lllAs could achieve the sane number kills before weapons release as the 
current force which has a 10 year cost of $3.0 billion. The 10 year systems 
cost for the 32 D£ F-12 force have increased from the previously estimated 
$1.9 billion to $2.9 billion. Estimates for the F-111 force remain at $1.5 
billion. The F-111 force therefore appears substantially more efficient 
than the F-12s against the currently pro.iected threat. Supplementary cal- 
culations Indicate that it Is comparable In efficiency to the F*12 force 
against possible future threats. 

The 48 HE F-111 force would operate from 4 main bases, 8 dispersal 
bases and 30 recovery /recycle bases. Sixteen combat support aircraft, 
that would be flushed %ilth the interceptors, would carry missiles, ground 
support equipment, spares, and personnel to support the F-111 turn-around 
at the recycle bases. With 42 AWACS aircraft to provide airborne control, 
we could reduce the present ground environment, retaining only enough 
radars and BUIC centers for peacetime control. 

The Investment costs for this force Include $676 million for the F-111 
and $790 million for AWACS. Since the modernised force would ultimately 
have operating costs about $250 million per year lower than the present 
posture, the additional investment costs would be recouped by Fy78. 

Given the advantage of the F-111 interceptors* - an aircraft already 
in long term production - and in the absence of a decision to deploy NIKE-X, 
the decision to nodemlae our air defense atructure can be deferred for one 
year. 

I 
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» 15 ilevelooiiient proRtaia will be reoriented in rf67 «nd "68 

-L«t«tlon of the Navy AWG-9 fire control eystem for use. usxng 
Si « i jLrbed.^The iWACS development program ^J'^-^PPJ'" 

SJh"acti«l and COHUS defense missions, vill be continued .s a high 
priority effort. 

«!AM-T) We have a new surface-to-air nlsslle system (SAM-D). in 

to-ilt nU. Ptell»l«aiy rwiults .r. aicournlne- 

M„4i ii.f.ns« The DKMte Uniting PotturM A md B Inclodt m 

Information on *»»«J"^''""J"Bary incentive schemes to stUoulate 
new construction, and on the " ^ «,preved by the 

.helter development. ^Althwgh this PJ^*'^^^'^ «uld piovide for 

"^SfiJie:: c^tJoUef ^^^^^^^ 

«i ^";^J"r7"vwc construction and that this eacpansion 

corporating shelters in new public con^^ conclusion of the 

can be matched the deficits th«^" Lttmated that for $800 million 
not be warranted. 

«j Eamanded ProeraiP 
Aprroved Pryram Percent of 

« w «f PooSrtSn With Hu-fcer of Population With 

1966 140 35* 70Z 

1971 230 6« MX 

1976 280 ^•»" 

./ The protection factor is the factor by which the outside 
" radiation dose is reduced by the shelter. 
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Accordingly; 1 an recc«m.endlng $186.3 million for the "vll 
tefewe progrL to Include $10 million for .n ««P«'*»«'J*l/*"'^;'J,f':„ 
^l^nt program. Pending completion of the experiment I -J Jjf "^^^^ 
• Bomlnal $25 milUcm for shelter development In FY69. Jhe further 
SeJelopment of thl. program vlll depend on the results of this experi- 
mental program. 

Military s« rvtval Measures . This year ve are Introducing a new pro- 
gram ^ril;^ve Se fallout prot ection of our CONUS based military forces. 
S«t frro providing personnel shelter to our Armed Forces as part of our 
«"Ll Svll^feJe effort to shelter our dtitens. our military organ- 
Satlon woSd S » Important national resource after a nuclear «change 
i«J^Snrforces couWbe called on to prosecute conflicts after an initial 
SS^i'aiSTaJSst i„ the national Jecovery effort and "i^^t also be 
Moul^ld " conduct residual military operations. Accordingly, I am rec- 
™nd!L a new program, designed to supplement the existing Services 
S^u" JeJo^J^eS arS iost of $9 million «.d IY68-72 cost of 

£7 2niM The program that I am recommending will make maximum use 
Tf dSl^^^osfJall^^ shelters to listing buildings and new construction; 
4I wnn»ft for disnersal of units and provides for construction of a li'^ited 
LjiiTf ^^clinurSsrshelters whJrc dual-purpose shelter is unavailable 
of ^hHerScriJ^osed construction of special purpose shelter is ex- 
? i A TJ<r3ill achieve about 3/A of the aervlce proposed increase In 

SiU^i .W I%Tthe'co^ of the Service recommended programs. 
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BUPPI£MENT TO THE DRAFT MEMCSANDUM TO DIE IKESHJEKT ON BTRATEGIC 
OFITMSIVE AMD CEFENSIVE FORCES 



I, POSEIDON Deployment. 



siting of . would further accentuate the sugperiorlty 



sisting of 

of the pure POSEIDOK force. 



Tn terns of ©ayload one POSEIDON iB worth A-3 mlBSiles. Due, 
K ^ trthradtincea warhead, re-entry vehicle, and MIEV technology 
ieSFaSle ?of ^'SSN^ccirared to the A^S, the Margin of POSEIDON capa- 
bility iB greater. The POSEIDON has 



The ten vear recurring costs of an A-3 submarine are approximately 
*?L0 Smon lir r whmaf ine converted to POSEIDON, the initial cost 
ff'SoSSaJion a^d'ndssile procurement plus ten year c^erating costs 
per submarine are approximately $355 million, ^ poSEIDON 

E=.SVn'::^"2 - r ^tL!-:.n:roM" o. 

i^rS'^S^"?! te«v.r, dic».ltion of the.. l«t t.. .ubm.r.De. 
need not be decided now. 

the ne« ^ ^.""f o"ra?Lrl TOLUtlS B»taarlne for ten ye.x», 

n» POSEIIlON also promises to he a Burt better heige jgainst per- 

POLARIS A-3 requires: 
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would carry the and the MINDTEMAN III vould carry 

mSvs. This mix was arrived at by considering the Soviet military and 
target syste. in the absence of ballistic missile defenses Thxs 
year we have re-evaluated the desirable mix of '^^^^f ^^^"*^",f -i^?,, 
MINUrEMAN force in the light of requirements imposed by possible Soviet 

ASM defenses. 



b, MIWUTEMAW Il/MINUTEMAN III Mix. 

The second effect of a possible strong AIM is to increase requirements 
r.r SS?s (SnUTEMAN III), at the expense of larger, single RV payloads. 

Srwrnrt^vLr^SThaie 60^ MINUTE^^ II at the IOC of Mf"™^ 
Rather than replace these with MINUTEMAN III before the completion of the 
?frcrMod"nnSion Program in February 1972, -^^''^V^Jf JJTl^^N 
600 MINUTEMAN Il/UOO MINUTEMAN III at February 1972, and Bll nev MINUTEMAN 
^ste^^er MINUTEMAN III IOC should carry the ^P'^^^^J^^f /^^f^t^.^ 
very soon thereafter it will probably be necessary to replace the earliest 
i^A^ II missiles because of their age. At that time they can be re- 
placed by MIHUTEMAN III if it is desired. 



C. Re-entry Vehicles 

The production of will be geared initially to make available 

for each MINUTEMAN III. This initial rate will be main- 
tained until nr 1969i 

By ap- 
proving funds for initial production of both RVs and terminal penetration 
aids, not all of which can be used simultaneously, we guarantee oiirselves 
the flexibility of carrying whatever payload combinations appear desirable 
at the time* The production rates will be adjusted in FT 1969 to eliminate 
unnecessary duplication of RVs and penetration aids. 

The production rate of . , RVs per month, approved last year, 

was geared to permit the replacement of all RVs on MIKUTEMAi\^ II 

by the end of the Force Modernization Program in FY 1972. However, there 
is no reason to stretch out the replacement of MINUTEMAH II RVs that long, 
in view of the rapid rate at which the USSR is building hardened ICBMs, 
and the fact that all 600 MINUTEMAI^ II will be available for RV replacement • 
by July 1969. Accordingly, a production rate of per month is 

approved, which will allow the entire MINUTEMA-N II force to carry 
by end This will result in a single shot kill probability against 

a psi target of . for a reliably delivered warhead, compared to 
for MINUIEMAN II/ and for MIKUIEMAM I. 
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IV, Titar. Force posture 
tant targets vi.ll diminish 

".^f SSikMA^^ III --ith the ability to TS^?^!^^^^^ 

ivload becoa- available. Toe TITAIv is very expensive to opera ^e 
reauced pailoac^becoa ava ^^^^^^^ 

(at leas. $.6 "/^hi7very saall force are considered . Consecuentiy, 

B^B^£ ^^^^^^^ '4-- 

missiles for FOTS. 

V. Strategic Bomber Forces 
a. oneration of tbe Presently Prop-amaed Force 

The costs of operating the Pro.raz^ed bomber force^ are 1^^=^^^^^^^^ of 
the crev to aircraft ratio (crev ra-.iO a.^^ — -.-,o%3.i 

ni:;:rs2Mp;bilitr:;.d each ;ss-^es a crev wor. wee. of 7^ ho-^s to 
achieve the indicated alert rate.- 

at alert buildings. 
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l-WE TEAR BECURKING COSTS, 255 B-52 G/Hb AKDlJl.^^* ^ 
FIVE YBAB I^Jj^^g ^ »^ios AMD BASE EQPIPAffi: 

(Dollars in Billions) 



Xtm^' aircraft Per Base 

Crev Ratio 



15 20 20 



Jiol1^!S to $15.0 million five year costs. 

^ next ta^le -lows.ovs^t.e^.^^^^^^^ 
ana one tanker) wMch ^^^.^^J^^^! foSoved by tactical warning 
after various amounts °f . f '^jf ^ J^^lystem (BMEWS). In all cases, 
from the ballistic missile early y*'^^f.;^tar«eted. It is evident that 
it is assumed that all dispersal ."^^ at the longest warning 

iurvIvabiUty is substantially enhanced abjut^ at^^^^^^ ^ ^^^^ 

time, by dispersing the aircraft. Dispersal can 
ratios shown in the previous table. 

-^v ^ 




BMEWS 

Without Dispersal 
With Dispersal 



, +« -.tddle l^Os the Soviets may present an effective sea 
In the early to middle iyfus °" -.iBsiies and a higher number of 
lamxched missile threat with "^"^t^e^e. This threat can 

JS?inely deployed ««»»^ie^^*^^i^S^^e^^Sc^on i.e., 
^ countered, however, by basing the bobber force on^rn^ ^ dispersal 

those located generally in the gn^^J^ the generated 

capability can provide nearly xw perceuv 
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J^d be provided lo J^otect toners at interior bases. 

This discussion of basing options leads to ^^J" ^^J^J^fir?;^ 

(1) difpersal capabilities J^uld ^^^^^^^^^^^^ ^ ro^^s'nroTbe^initnU. 
the B-52 G/H fleet and for the f?ve year costs are relatively 

Large survivability payoffs "^^J.J^^^^J^^f ^^^eScate the strategic 
very low; (2) a longer term objective shouia oe^ available, 
bomber fleet at Interior bases, '^'^^^^t by the early mOs. 

This vould result in i^^i^^^f SfsS ^^bilities Le nov pro- 

to^^'Jil t^nhr^ri/H «d ^UU :SoSld be bLed 30 per home base. 

bad structural problems that arose lor a . , , turbulence - 

outsiae their f ^i^n »v.lope low-lj^^^ f^^f, ^^.4. . 

a phenoaenon about which little was mowu . aodification 

E^ensive investigations have resulted °?'JjJ/^/'Se B^52s. For ex- 
programs. These have appreciably ^^^JJ^ed the life of the ^^^^ 
Lnple, under the usage previously predicted by SAC^t is e 
vi^ of the G-H series will last 25 f Jf^' .J^ Jirtt oHhe B-52 

the present modifications will extend the life of o**^*^ ^ ^ife 

G/H Structure to 1975- "^^f tj!^*"' ^^^f^l^^ Ts S^kedly depSdent upon 
vith confidence is poor, and the rate of ^ear out " ' Circumstances. 

the type of mission Jji^B nown^^^Jj^™^^^^^^^ St^b^required be- 
lt is therefore possible ^S** additional moaxii ^.^^ 

yond those now foreseen. Conversely, ^^^",1! °J "^ntinuing modifications 

the B.52 Gs and Hs cannot »>%^f P^f^.^^LSels^nrS^^^ 

SS^Txtrnd^JL^K^^^ ifduSrihe^number of flying hou.s required. 

Tbe Air Force expects that ^^^^l^X^'l^'l^^^^^ 
accumulating 5500 fUght^ours P^^^ ^^iif^iout percent 

ll^t r^t: i^h^f L^r™^^ vee. of about 7U hours. 

The next table shows the ^lert rates that^^^^^^ 
crew ratios and crew work weeks. Also shown in thxs J^^^ f ^ ^^^^^.^ 
which 5,500 flig^it hours would be accumulated at tne vario 
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« /„ ««o«.T TlATO IN * OF THE B-52 G/H FORCE FOR VARIOJS CREW 

^V&S^^ i^,2?^^^^^^°" 

5500 HOURS m B-52 G/H FOR VARIOUS CBEW RATIOS 

HATE OF 

roTO WORK WEEK ACCUMUIATIOK 
CREW WORK WEEK ^^^^ ^^^^^ 

CREW RATIO 50HRS_ 6OKRS 70 HRS qkmB 80jmS B^Sl^ZS 



As shown in the following table the lower B-52 alert rates do not 
co^prt^iS ^^ Lsured Destruction capabm^^^^^ , 

number of alert one megaton ^^^^f «'^*%**^^J°^^.J%Je Sill and 8-52 G/Hs 
targets in retaliation, BMEWS warning only, with both the FB-iii ana 0-7^ / 

at the alert rates shown earlier. 

AlECRAIT DELIVERABLE SURVIVING RELIABLE EENEmTING .^S^S 
SS^lS^^IATION, FOR VARIOUS B^ CREW TO AIRCRAFT 

RATIOS ARB CREW WORK WEEKS 

FB-m/B-52 G/H 70Hrs 7U Hrs 80Hrs 
Crew Ratio 50 Hrs to Mrs xii-2£i J 



It is evident that an analysis based on alert rates o^ ^^^f^^ver, 
^nr^ /"one day' war) cannot Justify crew ratios in excess of ' 
for a one day *f ^ J ^ ^j,^^ account support of large 

SS^c^nv^tW M Requirements. This is especialjy serious since 

roSttioSs requiring use of SAC bobbers iSJ-^f.^^^^^^^^^ 

operations would probably be Just If cr^ ratios were 

Of dispersal and alert °J Jr^rto^uIS ^ retrain 

^S^t^r rei:.^S«^^^^^ -.JS^tT" S^rltTo"- 

r-M: S fuSLrert:'-^tr r-:^ n^er of conventional 
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Borties per B-52 squadron — approximately l80 per month — that can be 
sustained before aircraft awintenance becomes a lladting factor. Tactical 
Air Coounand currently also operates at a crew ratio. This suggests 
that until open questions such as the foregoing are better understood a 
lower limit of on the crew ratio should probably be observed. The 
next table shows the percent of Soviet fatalities that could be inflicted 
by the alert bomber force if both the B-52 G/Hs and the FB-llls were 
maintained at a crew ratio of 



Crew Vork Week 

30 Hours 60 Hours 70 Hours 7k Hours 80 Hours 

Percent Soviet 
fatalities 



This table shows that at work weeks of 60 hours or more, en increase 
in the alert force would not significantly improve its value as a hedge 
to our Assured Destruction capability. 

In summary a crew ratio of for the FB-llls and the B-52 G/H 
appears reasonable based on current and past experience in conventional 
and low alert operations. At BAC's current work week, this would i 
support an alert rate of ). It may, however, 

be desirable to reduce both the work week and the alert rate. crew 
patio provides a B-52 G/H life extension of about l8 months and it provides 
a force delivery capability that hedges against very substantial improvements 
in Soviet air defense capabilities over those existing now. It will permit 
high states of alert for 3© to U5 days and can provide a dispersal capability. 

b. Penetration of Future Soviet Air Defenses . 

Our work on penetration of future Soviet defenses is not complete but 
some tentative conclusions are emerging. The problem can be broken down 
generaUy into two parts, area (fighter) defense penetration and terminal 
defense (surface-to-air missile) penetration. The latter of these is the 
more tractable and will be discussed first. 
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The Mr Force is -rently conducting ^^^^^^ 
Denetration against defense vith capabilities ran^ng rrom xinose p 
to^JLicfd systems such as those touched on above. 

c. Advanced May >nea Stratef^ic Aircraft 

The previous tvo sections lea. to the ^^^^^^^ fa^Ve'^x^'eSed^sig- 
force can be operated in «uch \vay that its lim^ ^_ 

nificantly past 1975, and that ^i^Jff J"* ^Ji^fto degrade the penetratior 
provements in So^et air defen-^ ^^'i^e poiS of ineffeftiveness in the 
capability of a ^52/P^lll force to^J^^ P developenent 

role assigned to the „™"**?'L\S7U at this time, 

of an AMSA must be geared to an IOC of n i-VC^ ai; luis 
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called on to fulfill in the future. It is presently estiffiated that the 
tljne from start of Contract Definition to IOC would be on the order of 7i 
years for an advanced bomber. In order to reduce this long lead time if 
this should •ppear desirable in the future, a special competitive advanced 
develoment contract formulation stage has been recommended at an FY bU 
cost of 434 million. A more detailed description of this development 
program appears in my BI>T££ memorandum. 

d. Hound-Dog 

The present Hound-Dog missile, vith a CEP that may exceed 
and a low reliability, is a weapon of very little utility in the present 
SIOP. Until its accuracy is improved its use is incompatible with selec- 
tive targeting of our strategic forces, 

the Hbund-Dog CEP may be reduced to while the reliability 

Bdght be increased to more than It now appears that a production 

decision on TERCOM will not be available until lY 1969. 

Kie present Hound-Dog force consists of ' 
Hound-Dog B, of which only the Hound-Dog B are suitable for me 
previously approved program calls for Hound-Dog A to be phased fo^msX^ 
with the B-52 C-F series, and for maintaining Hound-Dog B with the B-52 
G and H. Instead of this program, the Secretary of Defense reco^ended 
that three squadrons of Hound-Dog A be phased out i'^^f^ ^9^7, 

that the remaining six squadrons be phased out in FY 1968, and that the Hound 
Dog B be retained pending 

«ds phase down will retain enough Hound-Dogs for their primary SIOP. tasks - 
the attack of area bomber defenses and lower-priority - 
while resulting in an FY 1967-1971 savings of approximately $30 million. 

e. Tanker Force Posture 

The present force of 620 KC-135 tankers is shown in Program I and 
managed by the Strategic Air Command, but it serves the needs of other 
ccBmands (principally the Tactical Air Command) under a pooled, single 
manager concept. There appears to be no reason to change this f^ of 
m^ement now, and hence all 620 tankers will continue to be shown under 
Program I. 

Although tanker priorities can be changed as required, our present 
planning is based on an average of one tanker for every bomber assigned 
; mission in the SIOP, plus requirements for sv^pport of whatever strategic 
reconnaissance would be needed at the same time. Bie remaining tankers 
are available for TAG to count on. At end FY 1971, for Instance, this 

result in 255 tankers in B>^Tt of the B-52 O/H force, 230 in support 

of the FB-111 force " * < Pn 

* . plus 55 for reconnaissance support. The remaining ou 

tankers will be earmarked for Tactical Air Command. 
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VI, Hev Manned Interceptor 

The Soviet attack patterns in the calcvaatlons of Damage Limiting 
effectiveness have assimed that the Soviets vould use their bomber force 
primarily to supplement missile's in attacks on urban areas rather than on 
time-urgent military targets in their combined attack, since -the time to 
reach target is so much longer for bombers than for ballistic missiles. 
Our calculations indicate that air defense in addition to that needed for 
the peacetime air police mission, can contribute significantly to Damage 
Limiting* 

Over the past several years we have been studying ways of modernizing 
our air defenses with small forces of new interceptors and an Airborne 
Warning and Control System (AWACS), peimitting substantial reductions in 
the present Centuiy Interceptors and ground control enviroxaaent. 

We have been studying the F-12 and F-Ul interceptors, both equipped 
with improved fire control and missile systems. When used with an effective 
AWACS, these interceptors would have a number of advantages over the present 
force: greater ability to operate from degraded bases, an ability to 
counter concentrated bcmber attacks; an aoility to operate independently 
of a vulnerable fixed ground environment; and a greater effectiveness 
against bombers attacking at low-altitude or carrying, air-to-surface 
missiles. 

Studies showed that the smallest F-12 force which could achieve the 
same number of bomber kiUs as the current Century force was 32 U.E. F-12s, 
sizing the force on the basis of strategic warning or alert. The F-111 
small force studies examined a new option: the stretched F-lllA. This 
version doubles the combat radius and loiter time of the unstretched model 
(to 1800 n,mi. and 10 hours). Obe smallest force to match the current 
Century force was U8 U.E. F-llls. 

The ten year systems cost for the 32 U.E. F-12 force has increased 
from the previously estimated $1.9 billion to $2.9 biUion. On the other 
hand recent studies have not significantly changed the estimate of ?1.5 
billion for 10 year systems costs for the F-111 force. Therefore the 
F-in force now appears substantially less expensive than the F-12 
force, against the currently projected threat, and , supplementary cal- 
culations indicate, is comparable in cost to an F-12 force of equal ef- 
rectiveness against more sophisticated future threats. 



The operational feasibility of a small combat force kas also been 
carefully studied in this past year. The 1»8 U.E. F-111 force is planned 
to operate from U main bases, 8 dispersal bases and 30 recovery/recycle 
bases. Sixteen combat support aircraft, which can be flushed vith the 
Interceptors, nould be used to carry missiles. A®, spares, and personnel 
to Bupport the F-111 turn-around at the recycle bases. 
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With the introduction of kZ AWACS aircraft to provide an airborne 

for peacetlae control. 

The funds required for an advanced interceptor pro-am i^jJ^-^^nS;. 
*--4-*w tin billion in R&D and investment costs for the F-UJ. in^er 

will have been recoi5>ea by FT 197oe 
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8TBASSGIC OFFENSIVE FORCES 
(contM) 
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TOIAL ACTIVE INVEIItORy 
BGHBERS 

onsn STRATeaic AiBCRArr 

TOTAL AUtCRAIT 

Belllatlc Hlfteile Subaarlnee (BSBM) 

lo operation 

In Goftvereloo/OveriMiil 
lOBAt ACnVB SSfiVe 



1713 1622 1387 1296 1015 7^*7 699 6^*9 598 577 509 53>4 53'* 53*» 
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^ tbm aervieee did not propoee any epeclflc reentry vehicle poftture. 
b/ PQUUUB/POSEISON reccaoiended force ebove the nuaber of Imunchere 
on limt excluding launcbere in convereion or overhaul. By 
Fn5i POSEIDON carries 720 MK-17 NX8V and 2016 ML-3 HIRV. 
e/ PAOCB and TACAMO ebov prevloualjr approved force atructure. 
Gumnt BMOef recomndationa will be maAm by Oct. 1» 1966. 



• Errata in flrat draft of the 



to the Prealdent 
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STRATEGIC DEFEKSIVE FORCES 
(cont'd) 
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►CAL TEAK* . 
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Service Proposed 
SilM-D Reconaended 

Service Proposed 
yarnlnni Control h Surveillen ce Systews 
Coabat Centers Recoamended 

Service Proposed 
Direction Centers Recoonended 

Service proposed 

8UIG RecdUDended 

Service Proposed 
SAH Plre Co-ordination Centers RecosnsndedftSnrv^Prop* 
Surveillence Rndere RecooMended 

Service Proposed 
m Reders Recasnended 

Service Proposed 
ABU Aircnft« EC 121 Recocmsended 

Service Proposed 

AUACB Recosnwnded 

Service Proposed 
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122 


115 


95 


95 


95 


95 


122 


117 


97 


97 


96 


137 


10 


- 


- 


- 
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60 


Mi5 


583 


53** 


511 


lOU 


108 


113 


121 


125 


125 


10l» 
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lod 
- 


113 
- 


121 
- 


125 


122 
2 


- 


- 

13 


• 

13 


12 




11 


13 


13 


13 


12 


12 


n 

9 






**7 


118 


nil 


Ilk 


66 


66 


67 


66 


66 


66 


15 


11 


10 


10 


10 


10 


Mi6 


U02 


299 


197 


122 


100 


Mi6 


639 


677 


1575 


2037 


1900 


20 


7^ 


103 


59 


300 


55i 


13 


12 


11 


11 


11 


11 


13 


12 


11 


11 


11 


11 


59 


56 


51 


51 


51 


51 


67 


63 


57 


56 


55 


55 


27 


32 


22 


17 


19 


19 


27 


36 


30 


26 


28 


28 


. i6 


38 


kl 


lU 


Itf 


Iti 


213 


22U 


233 


205 


I9k 


201 


22h 


2M» 


211 


207 


196 


190 


UO 


til 


Ul 


kl 


uo 


llO 


35 


35 


35 


35 


3h 


3l» 


»i9 


50 




k9 


h9 


Ii9 


55 


57 


57 


56 


55 


kl 


3 


111 


85 


60 


20 




3 


kl 


l85 


519 


160 


T7 



281 
519 
3 

36 
35 
i»95 
5M1 
10 
2153 

592 
589 



61 
59 
588 

331 
51 
1120 
7028 

1090 

57 
56 
260 
266 
109 
150 
127 
1057 
IOI18 
203 
173 
2li6 
266 
206 
1002 



-20- 



mmm (cont'd) 



^BBlIfe and Space Defenaft 

Surveillance •ad Waralng System 
BNM^ - Wihh RecoBoiended 

Service Propoaed 
BoiA AUiB SyvtflB RecoflMeoded & Sarvlce PrQpoi«d 
SPASUR Radar RaccBaeiided & Servlca Prppoaad 
Over-tha-Horlson (MiQL) Becouended 

Service Proposed 
fipacatrack Radar k^ilL Recconeaded 

Bervlea Prqpoaad 



Civil Dcfenaa RecauMnded 

Sarvlca Frpposad 
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55 
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56 
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28 


lU 


10 


8 


28 


7 


8 


8 


29 


27 


25 




29 


30 


28 


28 


201 


183 


157 


153 


250 


335 


309 


305 



55 
56 
k 
5 
8 
8 
2% 
28 



296 



28l» 
293 
20 
25 
68 
59 
129 
IU3 



838 
1<*95 



PirosTMi IZ 



Sub- Totals 



Coottand, Control Gomnloationa 

Support^ ikdv, n^rios 

nralaifig 
Grand Total 



PA 
8P 



PA 



PA 
8P 



1757 

1781 
1731 


1807 
2273 
1769 


1628 

30*17 
1627 


1U02 
1381 


1273 
11388 
1253 


1210 
U39I 
1208 


7320 
18193 
7238 


4*65 


U82 
ti09 


U70 
31** 


315 


^♦53 
327 


327 


1692 


2222 
22^ 


2289 
2682 


2098 
3361 


1866 
M1O9 


1726 
U715 


I1718 


19885 
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